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Commissioner for Patents 

The reply brief filed April 24, 2009, has been entered and considered. The application has been forwarded to the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences for decision on the appeal. As further comments, it is to be noted that appellants appear to be arguing 
limitations from the specification, however, limitation from the specification can not be imported into the claims. Furthermore, 
appellants appear to be arguing that both Chu and Takashina teach colloidal silica. Although they teach that the abrasive can be 
colloidal silica, they also teach that the abrasive can be fumed silica (see examiners answer which clearly addresses this). Appellants 
also argue the preferred embodiments of Chu, however, as is well known, a reference is not only limited to its preferred 
embodiments. Finally, appellants argue that the references fail to teach the claimed distribution. This argument is noted, however, the 
examiners answer clearly defines reasons why the references teach the distribution, as broadly claimed. 
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